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Every organization is taking advantage of Knowledge Management (KM) in achieving their set 
organizational objectives in this era of knowledge economy. No doubt, realizing the organizational 
goals will lead to Organizational Performance (OP) and such performance has to do with the 
employee’s performance. To achieve maximum possible Organizational Performance within a 
knowledge economy, the Knowledge Management Processes must be effective so as to assist the 
knowledge workers. There have been series of arguments in this regard that Total Quality 
Management (TQM) alone is not enough to measure Organizational Performance that Knowledge 
Management needs to be involved. This paper is to explore the relationship between Total Quality 
Management, Knowledge Management and Organizational Performance.  
 





The interest of researchers in improving organizational performance is becoming more and more 
increased only  that this improvement is viewed from different perspectives and using different 
paradigms. The changes that are now witnessed in most organization due to the technological 
development and innovation have changed the manner in which organizations are being run. This in the 
same manner has increase the organizational expectation in terms of performance (Adamson, 2005). The 
present scenario is a knowledge-driven organization which so much depends on the value of knowledge 
in achieving the set objectives of the organization. From the illustration, one can see that, knowledge 
management is essential for organization to achieve optimum performance as expected.  It is therefore 
believe that in achieving total quality management within an organization in this era of knowledge 
economy, there must be an efficient knowledge management paradigm in place and once total quality 
management is achieved, the organization is of its maximum possible performance level. In doing this, it 
is therefore necessary to showcase the interrelationship between TQM, KM and their interdependency in 
order to combine the two in predicting organizational performance. It is then important to first define the 
two in relation to organizational performance. 
 
 
TOTAL QUALITY MANAGEMNT (TQM) 
 
Definition of TQM 
It is difficult to arrive at a unique definition of TQM as several researchers viewed the concept from 
different perspectives (Eriksson & Hansson, 2003). Therefore, it is not easy to explain what TQM is from 
a single perspective. Nevertheless, following definitions may give insights of what TQM is? Hellsten and 
Klefsjo (2000) defined TQM as the interdependent components of values, techniques and tools, which 
support each other in order to increase customer satisfaction. While, Kanji (2002) considered TQM as a 
management philosophy that develops an organizational culture committed to customer satisfaction 
through continuous improvement. In addition, Zhu and Scheuermann (1999) stated that TQM involves 
much more than statistical tools; it requires leadership, top management commitment, teamwork and 




In the literature, all the definitions of TQM revealed two vital aspects which include the (hard) side and 
the (soft) side. The hard or technical side refers to techniques and management systems tools, while the 
soft or philosophical side is concerned with principles and management concepts of TQM (Vouzas & 
Psychogios 2007). Other several definitions have been given to TQM (Eriksson & Hansson, 2003),  this 
led to the operational definition of TQM as a philosophical, dynamic approach and organizational way of 
life aimed at achieving high performance and delights the customers, which requires commitment from 
the organizational leadership by adopting effective quality components (hard and soft) to develop a 
cohesive organizational culture, which enhances continuous improvement process for individuals, groups 
in terms of techniques and practices in over all organizational actions. Since the (soft) principles of TQM 
considered vital elements for improving organizations performance (Whitney & Pavett, 1998; Vouzas & 
Psychogios, 2007), this paper will focus on the principles of TQM, which is considered as the main pivot 
to explain the interrelationship with KM. 
 
 
The Principles of TQM 
Various researchers have identified TQM principles which can be used in measuring the organizational 
performance (Whitney &Pavett, 1998; Zhu & Scheuermann, 1999; Karia & Asaari, 2006; Vouzas & 
Psychogios, 2007). From TQM literature, the concept of TQM is generally explained based on a set of 
principles or core elements of TQM. Whitney and Pavett (1998) clearly stated that advocates of TQM 
agreed that there is an essential and decisive number of elements that, if established will guide to high 
performance. However, the investigation of the principles of TQM resulted in the identification of eight 
principles most commonly found in TQM literature. Table 1 shows the principles of TQM. 
 
 























Principles of TQM Author/s (Year) 
Leadership commitment Tari, 2005;  Kanji,  2002; Taylor & Wright, 2003 
Strategic Planning Taylor & Wright, 2003; Evans & Dean, 2003 
Continuous improvement Garcia-Lorenzo &  Prado, 2003; Adair, 2004 
Customer focus Taylor & Wright, 2003; Kanji, 2002 
Employee involvement Geralis &  Terziovski , 2003; Eng &  Yusof , 2003 
Training and learning Mathews et al., 2001; George &  Jones, 2005 
Rewards and Recognition Everett, 2002; Eng &  Yusof, 2003 
Management by Fact Kanji & Tambi, 1999; Kanji, 2001; Kanji, 2002 
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KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT (KM) 
 
Definition of KM 
Quite a number of studies have revealed the influence of KM in improving organizational performance 
(Alazmi & Zairi, 2003; Crnkovioc, et al., 2005), KM has been identified as a vital tool in achieving 
organizational performance (Crnkovioc, Belardo & Asoh, 2005; Asoh, Belardo & Crnkovic, 2007). 
Crnkovioc, et al. (2005) defined KM as a formalized means of acquiring, organizing, communicating 
knowledge (tacit and explicit) of the employees in a way specified by the organization so as to make such 
knowledge reusable by other employees in achieving effectiveness and productivity in the work. This 
definition is central as it describes virtually all the important dimensions of KM. Since tacit knowledge is 
difficult to circulate (Ngah & Jusoff, 2009), the focus here is on expert knowledge. Liao and Wu (2009) 
defined KM as the process of knowledge acquisition, knowledge conversion and knowledge application. 
This is in line with the KM practices to be considered in this paper. 
 
 
According to Alazmi and Zairi (2003), the impact of KM in achieving organizational competitive 
advantage has being recognized, businesses are viewing KM as a critical success factor in today's 
knowledge economy society. From this perspective, Several authors have identified some factors 
considered to be essential for successful KM implementation, such as Choi (2000); Skyrme (2000); Hung 
et al. (2005); Wong & Aspinwall (2005); Choy (2006); Slagter(2007). The critical success factors (CSFs) 
of KM are summarized in Table 2 below. 
 
Table 2 Critical Success Factors of KM 
AUTHOR/S (YEAR) CSFS 
Choi (2000) 1. Employee training 
2. Employee involvement 
3. Teamwork 
4. Employee empowerment 
5. Leadership and Top-management commitment 
6. Organization constraints 
7. Information systems infrastructure 
8. Egalitarian climate, benchmarking 
9. Knowledge structure 
Skyrme (2000) 1. Top management support 
2. Clear and explicit links to business strategy 
3. Knowledgeable about knowledge 
4. Compelling vision and architecture 
5. Knowledge leadership and champions 
6. Systematic knowledge processes 
7. Knowledge infrastructure development (hard and soft) 
8. Appropriate bottom line measures 
9. Creation of culture for supports innovation, learning and knowledge 
10. Technical infrastructure that supports knowledge work 
Hung et al. (2005) 1. Open organizational culture 
2. Senior management and leadership commitment 
3. Employee involvement and empowerment 
4. Employee training 
5. Teamwork 
6. Information systems infrastructure 
7. Performance measurement 
8. Benchmarking 
9. Knowledge structure. 
54 
 
Wong and Aspinwall 
(2005) 
1. Management leadership and support. 
2. Culture. 
3. Information technology. 
4. Strategy and purpose. 
5. Measurement. 
6. Organizational infrastructure. 
7. Processes and activities. 
8. Motivation aids. 
9. Resources. 
10. Training and education. 
11. Human resource management. 
Slagter(2007) 1. Coaching leadership style. 
2. Structure, roles, and responsibilities. 
3. Emphasis on learning and education. 
4. Attention to motivation, trust, reward and recognition. 
5. Establishing the right culture. 
 
It is glaring that majority of the critical success factors of KM which listed above are directly related the 
principles of TQM, this may be considered evidence of an established relationship between these two 
paradigms.  To address this point of view, Table 3 shows the similarity between the principles of TQM 
and CSFs of KM. Hence, the implementation of TQM principles should have an affect on KM practices.   
 
Table 3 the Similarity between TQM Principles and CSFs of KM 
Principles of TQM               CSFs of KM 
Leadership Commitment 
 
Leadership, Knowledge leadership and champions, Senior 
management and Top-management commitment and 
Coaching leadership style. 
Strategic Planning           KM strategy with leadership support, Making Resources 
Available, Compelling vision and architecture, Clear and 
explicit links to business strategy, Strategy and purpose. 
Continues Improvment Creation of culture for supports innovation, Benchmarking, 
Building a Foundation, Measurement and Performance 
measurement 
Customer Focus Establishing the right culture, Measurement and 
Performance measurement. 
Training and Learning Training and learning, training and culture, HRM and 
Employee training. 
Employee Involvement Employee involvement, Structure, roles, and 
responsibilities, employee empowerment and teamwork. 
Management by Fact Measurement, Performance measurement, benchmarking 
and Appropriate bottom line measures. 
Rewards and Recognition   Motivation aids, Attention to motivation, trust, reward and 
recognition. 
 
ORGANIZATION PERFORMANCE (OP) 
 
Definition of OP 
In spite of the large body of literature in OP, there is no single universal definition that can be used to 
describe the concept of OP (Monge et al, 2006). Traditionally, OP is barely viewed from two major 
perspectives vis-à-vis the non-financial aspects (such as Innovation, quality, and customer satisfaction) 
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and the financial aspect (such as operating costs, ROA/ROE, and profitability) (McKeen et al., 2006). 
Nevertheless, recent findings show that the nexus of OP goes further than financial benefits (Kirby, 2005) 
which led to the discovery of the following definition where OP is defined as a wide construct which 
takes into custody what organizations are involved in, produce, and achieve for the various populations 
with which they interact (Liao & Wu, 2009). 
 
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN (TQM), (KM) AND (OP) 
 
TQM & Organizational Performance (OP) 
It is established in a study conducted by Liao and Wu (2009) that OP is such a wide construct which 
captures what organizations are involved in, produce, and achieve for the diverse constituencies with 
which they interact. According to Samson and Terziovski (1999), there is a very strong relationship 
between TQM and OP and that such relationship is cross-sectional in nature (i.e they both affect each 
other). Rahman and Bullock (2002) argued based on a number of empirical studies, that the relationship 
and impact of TQM principles on OP can not be denied. However, many empirical evidences have been 
established the relationship between the principles of TQM and OP as shown in Table 4. 
 
 
   Table 4 Sample of Empirical Studies of the Relationship between TQM & OP 
Authors TQM Sector Methodology Statistical Analysis Finding 
Boyne & 
Walker (2002) 
TQM principles Public Survey Bivariate 
correlation 
& (PA) or 
SEM 
TQM positively affect 
all aspects of  OP 




TQM principles  






Direct effect of soft 
TQM  on OP, and 
indirect effect on OP 
via hard  elements 
Montes et al. 
(2003) 
TQM principles Industry Survey Factor 
analysis 
TQM impact on OP 
positively 
Joiner (2007) TQM principles 
(Human 
principles) 





relationship between  




KM & Organizational Performance 
 
KM is at its infant stage. Its influence on the organizational performance is yet to be established. 
Although a few empirical studies showed a positive result of the impact KM on OP. A review of some of 
these studies in the available literature help us to recognize the nature of the relationship between KM 
practices and OP. Table 5 summarized a sample of empirical studies from relevant literature. The fact 
that, the beauty of KM practices is used by a number of organizations in achieving a sustainable 








  Table 5 Sample of Empirical Studies of the Relationship between KM & OP 
Authors KM Sector Methodology Statistical Analysis Finding 
Asoh et al. 
(2007) 
KM  CSFs Industry Survey Correlation 
analysis& 
PLS analysis
KM  is positive 
correlate with OP 
Fugate et al. 
(2009) 







KM processes & OP 
Liao & Wu 
(2009) 
KM processes Industry 
& 
Service 
Survey Correlation & 
path Analysis 
(LISREL) 
KM processes effect 
positively  on OP 
 
 
TQM & KM 
 
Since 1980s, TQM was first established in organizations as the way to improve overall organizational 
performance, the discipline did gain an immediate acceptance and worldwide approval (Adamson, 2005). 
While, twenty years later, organizations started facing exactly the same plight with KM (Ribiere & 
Khorramshahgol, 2004 and Adamson, 2005). According to Pyzdek (1999), it is believed that there is need 
for TQM Experts to seek for ways of improving its knowledge and the techniques of achieving TQM. 
Several authors have established relationship between TQM and KM (Lim, Ahmed & Zairi, 1999; Ribiere 
& Khorramshahgol, 2004; Adamson, 2005; Hsu & Shen, 2005; Ju et al., 2006). Zetie (2002) revealed that 
the concepts of total quality and KM are related in various ways. The author stressed further that such 
links are essential for organizational development. According to the source, the established linkage 
between TQM and KM has both theoretical and practical significance.  Based on Kanji’s Model, Hsu and 
Shen (2005) compared the similarities and dissimilarities between TQM and KM. The study argued that 
both of them can complement one another if appropriately planned, and the authors also suggest 
investigating the synergies and relationships between TQM and KM  is encouraged in   future researches. 
 
Since the principles of TQM are regarded to be soft elements (Vouzas & Psychogios, 2007), we can now 
understand the interrelationship between TQM and KM by comparing these principles with critical 
success factors of KM implementation (see Table 3). The table explains the synergic relationship between 
TQM and KM, and show how these paradigms are related to each other.   
Ribiere and Khorramshahgol (2004) pointed out the relationship between TQM and KM, and recognized 
the commonalities between them and how these paradigms are integrated. The authors stated that KM can 
benefit seriously from TQM probations due to their significant similarities. Otherwise, KM was 
consequently added to various quality frameworks such as EFMQ Excellence Model, that means how 
important is KM in achieving business excellence. Finally, the study showed clearly that TQM and KM 
have same path, and both paradigms can benefit from each other. In addition, Ju et al (2006) mentioned 
that although both TQM and KM have great influence on an organization’s strategy, most of the related 
studies lack empirical evidence and the findings sufficient enough to justify the relationship between 
them.  
 
There are a number of empirical studies conducted to showcase the relationship between TQM and KM 
and thereby justify the positions of the previous studies on the relationship between the two paradigms 
(Zetie, 2002; 2004; Ribiere & Khorramshahgol, 2004). To realize the nature of the relationship between 





Table 6 Empirical Studies of the Relationship between TQM & KM 







Industry Survey Correlation& 
ANOVA 
TQM positive affect 
on knowledge  
transfer 













TQM is positively 















TQM and K. sharing 
 
 
The Interrelationship between TQM, KM & OP 
 
Based on the discussion above, the aim of this paper is to shed new light on the relationship between 
TQM, KM and OP. TQM was first established in organizations as the way to improve overall 
organizational performance.There is no doubt, if there is a business philosophy that resembles TQM in 
assessing organizational performance, it is KM.  Why because they are both similar in their focuses (see 
Table 3). The objectives of TQM and KM are somehow interrelated in the sense that, while TQM 
contribute to the improvement of OP, KM’s immediate purpose is to manage knowledge resources in a 
way to benefit the organization (Tena, 2004). The findings from empirical studies highlighted strong 
positive relationship between these concepts. Therefore, the researchers suggest a conceptual framework 










          Figure 1 Conceptual framework 
 
The conceptual framework as illustrated in Figure 1 above is developed based on the established 
relationships between TQM, KM and OP. The independent variable in this framework is the TQM. On 
the other hand, the dependent variable is OP. Since, there are evidences that TQM influences KM (Tena, 
2004 and Molina et al., 2004), and that there is a direct relationship between KM and OP (McKeen et al., 
2006; Asoh et al., 2007; Liao & Wu, 2009), It is equally proposed that KM as the mediator variable 
between TQM and OP. mediator variable established when there is strong relation between independent 
and dependent variable via another external variable (intervening) (Sekaran & Bougie, 2010). So, it is the 
















From the discussion and the arguments so far, it can be seen that virtually all the principles of TQM are 
related to KM practices. It’s therefore important to take advantage of the knowledge era and its 
methodology while accessing organizational performance using TQM. There have been series of 
evidences from the reviewed literature both theoretically and empirically that the main principles of TQM 
are related to KM practices and thus, the advantage of such relationship can be tapped by combining the 
two paradigms towards enhancing OP. This paper, based on the literature review and content analysis 
carried out concludes that such relationship exists between TQM and KM. In this regard, it is hoped that 
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